Introduction
In many Nordic varieties, the infinitive of the perfect auxiliary HAVE can sometimes be omitted. Past tense forms of modals can take a non-finite perfect without the infinitive of auxiliary HAVE: At least in some cases, omission of non-finite HAVE seems to have interpretational effects (cf. e.g. Taraldsen 1994 , Julien 2002 . In Faroese, the semantic difference is clear and systematic; cf. the example with an infinitive in (2a) with the counterfactual example with the supine in (2b) (cf. Thráinsson et al. 2004:309 (Thráinsson et al. 2004:309) In Swedish, also the finite forms of auxiliary HAVE can be omitted. Omission is possible in all non-V2 contexts, i.e. in non-root clauses and in root clauses with kanske 'maybe' (see Holmberg 1986 , Platzack 1986 , Larsson 2009 ); see (3) and (4) (Larsson 2009:377) Omission of finite HAVE has no semantic effects, and examples without auxiliary can be interpreted either as present or as past perfects depending on context. Possessive HAVE is never omitted, and no other auxiliaries are optional in the same way.
Omission of non-finite and finite HAVE was investigated in the Swedish part of the ScanDiaSynsurvey. Results from the Nordic Syntax Database (Lindstad et al. 2009 ) and the Nordic Dialect Corpus ) are presented below. The restrictions on omission are discussed in section 3 below.
Results

Nordic Syntax Database (NSD)
Two of the tested sentences involve subordinate clauses without a finite verb, i.e. cases where finite forms of auxiliary HAVE are omitted; cf. (5) and (6) Sentence (6) does not receive a low score in any locations in Sweden, apart from one (Byske, Västerbotten); see Map (2) . In Finland, the sentence is rejected in several locations, but it is accepted in four locations in the south and southeast. . With respect to auxiliary omission, the speakers in the survey in other words follow the standard, but note that there is some variation between speakers in the Northern inland.
One sentence tested the possibility of non-finite HAVE-omission in the complement of a modal verb in the past tense: 
Nordic Dialect Corpus (NDC)
Omission of finite HAVE is not uncommon in Swedish, and it can be attested in the NDC. An example is given in (8), and the geographical distribution of the examples in the corpus is shown in Map 4. 
Discussion
Omission of finite forms of HAVE is typically assumed to be a Swedish phenomenon (but possibly originating from German influence; see Platzack 1983 and Larsson 2009:380-382) , and it is generally assumed to be impossible in the other Nordic languages. However, Iversen (1918:49) (Iversen 1918:49) According to Holm (1950) finite HAVE-omission is possible in all dialects in Sweden, and it occurs both in written and spoken Swedish (see Malmgren 1985 and Andréasson et al. 2002 for additional corpus data and discussion, and cf. Teleman et al. 1999 Teleman et al. :1552 . On the other hand, it is generally assumed to be impossible in Finland-Swedish. However, the results from the survey show that sentences with omitted HAVE might be possible in some locations in Southern Finland. The speakers on Åland appear to be particularly liberal, and they are also in other respects closer to Standard Swedish than many other dialects in Finland.
As we have seen, there are a few examples of finite auxiliary omission in the Faroese part of the NDC. One way to explain them would possibly be to relate them to the double supine (especially as both examples are produced by younger speakers), or to the fact that supine forms often can occur without (non-finite) HAVE in Faroese (Thráinsson et al. 2004 :235-236, Larsson 2014 . It should, however, be noted that the examples in (9) do not necessarily have the modal reading typical for examples with supine forms for expected infinitives (see Larsson 2014) .
In fact, it seems clear that finite and non-finite auxiliary omission should be kept apart, at least partly. The restriction on omission of finite HAVE is clearly related to syntactic position (and possibly nothing else): finite HAVE can as noted be omitted in (all) non-V2-contexts (Holmberg 1986 , Platzack 1986 , Larsson 2009 ). As pointed out by Andréasson et al. (2002) , finite HAVE can be omitted in exclamatives like (12). Without a clear context, it is not clear whether it is a present or past tense form that has been omitted. More generally, there seem to be no requirement that the features of HAVE As noted above, HAVE-omission sometimes seem to be restricted to counterfactual contexts; see (2) above and the Norwegian examples in (14) (Julien 2002:85) . Note that the interpretation is not counterfactual, even in the absence of HAVE, and that the matrix verb is in the present tense. (16)) should be treated together with omission of the finite forms. This would account for the fact that omission of non-finite HAVE is sometimes possible in Swedish but impossible in the corresponding sentences in Norwegian. Julien (2002) suggests that unlike Norwegian, Swedish has a silent (finite or non-finite) auxiliary HAVE. Something additional must, however, be said to account for the fact that the restrictions on non-finite auxiliary omission is not the same as for omission of finite HAVE, and that the tense of the matrix verb (and modal reading) often plays a role for non-finite auxiliary omission also in Swedish (see (14) above). Although examples like (15) and (16) do occur, they are not accepted by all speakers that accept finite auxiliary omission.
